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DETAILED ACTION 

Introduction 

The following is a non-final office action in response to the communications 
received on April 08, 2004. Claims 1-16 are now pending in this application 

The Examiner notes that the scope of the claim rejections in this Office Action 
are not limited to the prior art citations listed in the claim rejections, but in fact 
encompasses the prior art in their entirety. The Applicant is advised to review the prior 
art in its totality when considering the Office Action. 

Priority 

Acknowledgment is made of applicant's claim for foreign priority based on an 
application filed in Canada on September, 26, 2003. It is noted, however, that applicant 
has not filed a certified copy of the 2442796 application as required by 35 
U.S.C. 119(b). 
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Claim Objections 

1 . Claims 13-16 are objected to under 37 CFR 1 .75(c), as being of improper 
dependent form for failing to further limit the subject matter of a previous claim. 
Applicant is required to cancel the claim(s), or amend the claim(s) to place the claim(s) 
in proper dependent form, or rewrite the claim(s) in independent form. See MPEP 
608.01 (n). 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 
35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 

Claims 7-12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because claims 7-12 describe a 
computer system with subject means to carry out various functions. All the subject 
means can be reasonably interpreted as software. Software application is a 
nonstatutory subject matter under 35 U.S.C. 101. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form 
the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

Claims 1-3, 5-6, 7-9 and 11-12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Rosenthal et al. 

As to claim 1, Rosenthal et al. disclose claimed invention including a method for 
binding of a workflow engine to a data model containing data objects associated with a 
plurality of resources (Fig 1 , workflow engine bind to data model i.e. database, personal 
development, and personal administration), for a workflow request having a first 
message type in a computer system (Col. 9 line 21-25, i.e. workflow request 
corresponds to submission for implementation; Col 9 lines 24-47, i.e. first type message 
consist of mode indicator, "SA" or "SH", prior to submission), said method comprising 
the steps of: 

updating said workflow request with pre-process workflow data (Col. 9 lines 21- 
25, i.e. workflow request corresponds to submission for implementation; pre-process 
workflow data disclosed in Col. 8 lines 60-65); 
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transforming said updated workflow request from first message type to a second 
message type supported by said workflow engine (Col 9 lines 37-47, i.e. message type 
transformed from mode indicator, "SA" or "SH", to specific scenario, second message 
type, which can be carried out by the workflow engine Col. 9 lines, 59-62); 

processing said updated workflow request to update said plurality of resources in 
said computer system (col. 10 lines 20-37, where updated workflow request is 
processed by implementing scenario to update proposed position changes, i.e. plurality 
of resources, [col. 10 lines 48-51]); and, 

updating said data objects of said data model associated with updated said 
plurality of resources (Col 13 lines 20-23 i.e. database, data objects, is updated 
according to updated plurality of resource, i.e. employee new positions). 

Regarding claim 2, see the discussion in claim 1. Rosenthal et al. further 
disclose that the step of updating said workflow request comprises: 

determining a plurality of request types associated with said workflow request 
(Col. 9 lines 34-47, and Table 1 , i.e. plurality of request types corresponds to different 
mode indicator "SA" or "SH"); and 

resolving said plurality of request types based on said data objects of said data 
model (Table 1 , where plurality of requests types, SA or SH, is resolved to different 
scenario based on data object, workflow object, of said data model). 
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Concerning claim 3, see the discussion in claim 2. Rosenthal et al. further 
disclose that wherein said step of resolving comprises: 

matching logical operations associated with said plurality of request types with 
corresponding said data objects identified in said data model (Table 1, Event and 
LTEXT corresponds to logical operations and they associated with plurality of request, 
SA orSH); and, 

substituting corresponding said data objects representative of said pre-process 
workflow data into said workflow request (Col. 9 line 60 - col. 10 line 11, and table 1 
disclose substituting data objects, scenario and events representing SA or SH, into 
workflow request, submit new employee position [col. 10 lines 48-55, and fig 7]). 

As to claim 5, see the discussion in claim 1 above. Rosenthal et al. further 
disclose that said updated workflow request further comprises a workflow engine (Col 9, 
lines 59-61, and Fig 1). 

Regarding claim 6, see the discussion in claim 5 above. Rosenthal et al. further 
disclose that the step of updating said data model further comprises: 

sending outcome data in notification of said workflow processed from said 
workflow engine to a post workflow interceptor (Col 10 lines 48-57, i.e. sending outcome 
data, entering submit routine, in notification of said workflow processed from workflow 
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engine [Col. 9 line 37-47, i.e. notification send as SA or SH] to post workflow interceptor 
[Figure 8]); 

matching said outcome data in said notification with corresponding data objects 
in said data model by said post-workflow interceptor (Col 9 lines 24-47 shows how post- 
workflow interceptor [Fig 8] match outcome data in notification, SA or SH, with 
corresponding data objects [Table 1 , corresponding data objects are LText, Event, and 
Scenario]); and 

updating of said data objects in said data model with said outcome data by said 
post-workflow interceptor to synchronize said data model with said plurality of resources 
of said computer system (Col. 13 lines 7-23, and Col. 10 lines 58 -col. 11 lines 3; 
implementing proposed change corresponds to updating said data objects in said data 
model [employee position is said data object in said data model, Fig 7] with outcome 
data by said post-workflow interceptor [Ltext, event, and scenario in table 1]. Data 
model, database, is synchronized with plurality of resources i.e. new employee position 
information). 

With respect to claim 7, Rosenthal et al. anticipated the claimed invention. All 
the limitations of claim 7 are of the same scope as the limitations of claim 1 , and are 
therefore rejected on the same basis, with following noted exceptions. Claim 7 recites a 
first updating means, a transforming means, a processing means, and a second 
updating means. Rosenthal et al. disclose a supplemental routine module, equivalent to 
transforming means (transforming function according to table 1, see Fig 1 and col. 9 
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lines 34-47), first updating means, and second updating means (Fig 1, col. 5 lines 1-5, 
i.e. first update mean, publish event, on workflow and second update mean, write 
database). Rosenthal et al. further disclose a processor, col. 3 lines 10-15, corresponds 
to a processing means. 

Concerning claim 8, see the discussion in claim 7 above. All the limitations of 
claim 8 are of the same scope as the limitations of claim 2, and are therefore rejected 
on the same basis, with following noted exceptions. Claim 8 recites a determining mean 
and a resolving means in the first updating mean. Rosenthal et al. disclose a 
supplemental routine module able to act as determining mean and resolving mean. 
Supplemental routine module able to determine request type (col. 9 lines 24-46 i.e. SA 
or SH) and resolve request type (Table 1 , resolve by matching mode indicator to proper 
scenario). 

With respect to claim 9, see the discussion in claim 8 above. All the limitations 
of claim 9 are of the same scope as the limitations of claim 3, and are therefore rejected 
on the same basis, with following noted exceptions. Claim 9 recites a matching mean, a 
substitution mean in the resolving meaning. Rosenthal et al. disclose a supplemental 
routine module able to act as matching mean and substitution mean. Supplemental 
routine module able match request type (table 1 , match mode indicator, SA or SH to 
scenario or event) and substitute data request type (Col. 9 line 60- col. 10 line 1 1 
substitute scenario for corresponding mode indicator). 



Application/Control Number: 10/821,076 
Art Unit: 4156 



Page 10 



As to claim 11, see the discussion in claim 10. All the limitations of claim 11 are 
of the same scope as the limitations of claim 5, and are therefore rejected on the same 
basis, with following noted exceptions. Claim 1 1 recites a workflow engine within a 
processing mean. Fig 1 of Rosenthal et al. show workflow engine within a processing 
server, or processing mean. 

As to claim 12, see the discussion in claim 1 1 . All the limitations of claim 1 2 are 
of the same scope as the limitations of claim 6, and are therefore rejected on the same 
basis, with following noted exceptions. Claim 12 recites a sending mean, a matching 
mean, and a synchronize mean. Fig 1 of Rosenthal et al. shows a supplement routine 
module act as sending mean, send data to database, as matching mean, match 
scenario in table 1 and table 2, and as a synchronize mean, synchronize requested 
change with database to update current employee position (Col. 13 lines 10-23 i.e. 
synchronize approved status with database). 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 4, and 10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Rosenthal et al. in view of Ims et al. 

With respect to claim 4, see the discussion in claim 3. Rosenthal et al. disclose 
the claim substantially including wherein the step of resolving further comprises 
traversing a search hierarchy including workflow request and a defaults objects (Figure 
2, where search hierarchy is traversed according to logic test; search hierarchy includes 
workflow request (71-81), display all possible attribute for position, and default objects, 
101 job code for the opening job position). 

However, Rosenthal et al. do not explicitly disclose search hierarchy includes 
device model. Ims et al. disclose: search hierarchy with device model (Fig 9, i.e. service 
unit). This known function is applicable to the search hierarchy disclosed in Rosenthal et 
al. as they both share characteristics and capabilities, namely, all the functions are 
traversable by workflow engine. 

One of ordinary skill in the art would have recognized that applying the known 
technique of Ims et al. would have yielded predictable results and resulted in an 
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improved system. It would have been recognized that applying the function of Ims et al. 
to the teachings of Rosenthal et al. would have yield predictable results because the 
level of ordinary skill in the art demonstrated by the references applied shows the ability 
to incorporate such data processing feature into similar system. Further, applying device 
model function to search hierarchy disclosed in Rosenthal et al. would have been 
recognized by those of ordinary skill in the art as resulting in an improved system that 
would allow confirmation of device prior to workflow execution. 

Regarding claim 10, see the discussion in claim 9. All the limitations of claim 10 
are of the same scope as the limitations of claim 4, and are therefore rejected on the 
same basis, with following noted exceptions. Claim 10 recites a resolving mean further 
comprise means for traversing a search hierarchy. Rosenthal et al. disclose a 
supplemental routine module able to traverse a search hierarchy in Fig 8. 
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Claims 13-16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Rosenthal et al. in view of Ims et al. and further in view of Danneels et al. 

As to claim 13, see the discussion on claim 1-6 above. Rosenthal et al. do not 
explicitly teach a computer program product having a computer readable medium for 
performing claims 1-3, and 5-6. Rosenthal et al. and Ims et al. do not specifically teach 
a computer program product having a computer readable medium for performing claim 
4, although it is strongly suggested in col. 3 lines 32-47 of Rosenthal et al. Danneels et 
al., teaches a computer-implemented method realized as one or more programs on a 
computer (see column 2, lines 40-46 of Danneels et al.) In addition, Danneels et al. 
teaches that the programs are storable on a computer-readable medium such as a 
floppy disk or a CD-ROM (see column 2, lines 46-49 of Danneels et al.). It would have 
been prima facie obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
incorporate this feature into the method discussed in claims 1-6. One of ordinary skill in 
the art would have been motivated to incorporate this feature for the purpose of 
distribution and installation and execution of the software on another computer (see 
column 7, lines 46-49 of Danneels et al.). 

As to claim 14, see the discussion on claim 1-6 above, all the limitation of claim 
14 are of same scope as claim 13 and are therefore rejected on the same basis. Signal 
bearing medium having a computer readable signal is equivalent to computer readable 
medium product discussed in claim 13; hence, same rejection applied. 
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As to claim 15, see the discussion in claim 7-12 above. Rosenthal et al. do not 
explicitly teach a computer program product having a computer readable medium for 
performing claims 7-9, and 11-12. Rosenthal et al. and Ims et al. do not specifically 
teach a computer program product having a computer readable medium for performing 
claim 10, although it is strongly suggested in col. 3 lines 32-47 of Rosenthal et al. 
Danneels et al., teaches a computer-implemented method realized as one or more 
programs on a computer (see column 2, lines 40-46 of Danneels et al.) In addition, 
Danneels et al. teaches that the programs are storable on a computer-readable medium 
such as a floppy disk or a CD-ROM (see column 2, lines 46-49 of Danneels et al.). It 
would have been prima facie obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to incorporate this feature into the method discussed in claims 7-12. One of 
ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to incorporate this feature for the 
purpose of distribution and installation and execution of the software on another 
computer (see column 7, lines 46-49 of Danneels et al.). 

As to claim 16, see the discussion on claim 7-12 above, all the limitation of claim 
16 are of same scope as claim 15 and are therefore rejected on the same basis. Signal 
bearing medium having a computer readable signal is equivalent to computer readable 
medium product discussed in claim 15; hence, same rejection applied. 
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Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to TZU-HSIANG (Sean) LAN whose telephone number is 
(571)270-7054. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday 8am-4pm 
EST. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Charles Kyle can be reached on (571)272-6746. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/TZU-HSIANG LAN/ 
Examiner, Art Unit 4156 
October 30, 2008 

/Charles R. Kyle/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 4156 



